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December 28, 2006 
 
 
Prior to Election Day, November 7, 2006, the Office of the Secretary of State received several 
phone calls expressing concerns related to the conduct of Pueblo County Clerk & Recorder Chris 
Munoz.  In response to these concerns and at the request of Doris Morgan, Pueblo County 
Republican Chairman, Secretary of State Gigi Dennis decided to send an observer, Barbara J. 
Pasco, to Pueblo on Election Day and the days following.  Ms. Pasco is a former Colorado 
County Clerk and Recorder and a registered Republican. 
 
Ms. Pasco subsequently provided a written report to the Office of the Secretary of State which 
prompted an investigation into the policies and procedures of the Pueblo County Clerk and 
Recorder’s Office pursuant to § 1-1-107(2)(b), C.R.S.  Contained herein are the details of the 
investigation and the findings of the Secretary of State. 
 
 
November 7, 2006 – Election Day 
 
At approximately 8:00 pm on Election night, the Elections Division of the Secretary of State’s 
Office received phone calls from Richard Westfall, attorney associated with the Republican 
Party, and Ms. Pasco expressing concerns over the denial to admit watchers into the absentee 
ballot optical scan room at the Pueblo County Clerk and Recorder’s Office (“Clerk”).  Linda 
Fenwick, Deputy Clerk & Recorder, reportedly denied the watchers access stating the watchers 
lacked the “requisite” Colorado Bureau of Investigation (“CBI”) background check.  
 
Upon receiving the information, Holly Lowder, Director of Elections, and Wayne Munster, 
Deputy Director of Elections, spoke with Ms. Pasco who then conveyed to the Pueblo County 
staff that no CBI background check was necessary and that watchers with a valid watchers 
certificate were to be allowed into the absentee ballot optical scan room.   At that time the 
watchers were allowed in to observe the process. 
 
November 20, 2006 – Observations from Barbara J. Pasco 
 
On November 20, 2006, Ms. Pasco provided a report via e-mail to Ms. Lowder and Mr. Munster.  
In the report, Ms. Pasco detailed the processing of absentee ballots, to include the lack of 
signature verification of said ballots and the lack of organization while processing said ballots.  
Ms. Pasco noted that the counting of the absentee ballots began at approximately 3:00 pm on 
Election Day, rather than the ten (10) days prior allowed by statute (§ 1-8-302(2), C.R.S.). 
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November 21, 2006 – Secretary of State Request 
 
On November 21, 2006, Ms. Pasco provided a more detailed report of her observations as 
requested by the Secretary of State.  In her report, Ms. Pasco questioned the accountability of the 
Clerk’s office regarding the signature verification of the absentee ballots.  Ms. Pasco stated: 
 

Prior to my arrival on Tuesday morning, the absentee judges were keeping a “Pollbook”, 
writing each person’s name in it that had returned a ballot.  On Tuesday they said they 
had been told they did not need to continue this process.  They then proceeded to open 
ballots, check written signature against a printed label, tear off stub and put in a pile of 25 
for the actual counting through the voting machine.  They said they had already entered 
7,000 signatures in this book.  What were these judges using in order to be able to 
balance what they were actually doing in that room, if they no longer had the use of the 
Pollbook and there wasn’t anything else provided by the clerk/staff for their use in the 
accountability process? 

 
Upon reading Ms. Pasco’s response, Secretary Dennis requested that the Elections Division 
contact Ms. Munoz by letter requesting a written response detailing her procedures for absentee 
ballot signature verification pursuant to § 1-8-114.5, C.R.S.  The letter was dated November 21, 
2006 and sent via fax, e-mail and registered mail.  Ms. Munoz was given until the close of 
business on November 27, 2006 to reply, and did provide a response to the Director of Elections 
within the allotted time. 
 
November 21, 2006 – Phone Conversation with Linda Fenwick 
 
Ms. Lowder and Stephanie Cegielski, Legal Specialist, spoke with Ms. Fenwick via telephone 
prior to issuing the letter to Ms. Munoz.  Ms. Fenwick explained that signature verification had 
not occurred because the county was still waiting on the State to implement a statewide voter 
registration database.  She indicated that she had been directed by Drew Durham, former 
Director of HAVA, and Brian Mouty, former Project Manager, not to proceed until the statewide 
system was implemented, at which time they would be able to do all signature verification 
electronically.  Ms. Lowder indicated that neither Mr. Durham nor Mr. Mouty had been 
employed by the Secretary of State for some time, nearly two years in one instance.  Ms. 
Fenwick insisted that she had been in contact with the two and had been instructed that she did 
not need to adhere to the statute until the Clerk was able to do so electronically.   
 
November 27, 2006 – Response of Chris Munoz 
 
Ms. Munoz’s response, dated November 27, 2006, provided little insight as to the process and 
procedures put in place for the handling and management of absentee ballots in accordance with 
state law as requested.  Rather, she noted that the state had failed to comply with the Help 
America Vote Act of 2002 (“HAVA”), which requires a statewide voter registration database.  
Ms. Munoz stated that based upon the failure of the state to implement said system “Pueblo 
County complied with C.R.S. 1-8-114.5 to the extent humanly possible.”  She further stated that 
“signatures on absentee ballots were reviewed to verify that they matched the names listed on the 
address labels.  Questionable signatures were set aside for additional review and verification”; 
however there was no indication as to how many were set aside for additional verification. 
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The letter further stated that the December 1, 2005 cancellation of the Accenture contract placed 
Pueblo in a position to only do the “best job possible” in verifying the absentee ballot signatures 
for 2006.  Ms. Munoz suggested that the first step toward resolution of the signature verification 
is to implement a statewide voter database with computerized signatures. 
 
November 28, 2006 – Secretary of State Internal Meeting 
 
On November 28, 2006, members of the Secretary’s staff met to discuss the response by Ms. 
Munoz.  At that time it was determined that the need may arise to conduct a random sample of 
the absentee ballot envelope signatures.  To determine whether or not an audit was necessary, 
Secretary Dennis requested that Mr. Munster and Ms. Cegielski meet with Ms. Munoz to discuss 
her processes and procedures in greater detail. 
 
December 1, 2006 – Meeting with Pueblo Officials 
 
On December 1, 2006, Mr. Munster and Ms. Cegielski traveled to Pueblo to speak with Ms. 
Munoz; Ms. Fenwick; Dan Kogovsek, County Attorney; and Valerie Haines, Assistant County 
Attorney.  The main topic of conversation was the manner in which the absentee ballots were 
managed; however the group also discussed the written complaints received by Ms. Cegielski on 
November 21, 2006 alleging impropriety on the part of the Clerk’s office. 
 
Ms. Munoz verbally guided everyone through the absentee ballot verification process used in the 
2006 General Election.  She explained that upon receipt of the absentee ballot application, the 
Clerk’s office verified the absentee ballot application against the voter registration record; this 
ensured verification of registration by the voter and the issuance of the proper ballot style to the 
voter.   
 
Upon verification, a label containing a bar code was created and placed on the absentee ballot 
return envelope.  The bar code on the label is tied to a unique identifier which is tied to the voter 
that requested the absentee ballot, this unique identifier also appeared on the label.  The bar code 
on the label is scanned by the Clerk’s office, which then updates the electronic voter registration 
record to indicate that an absentee ballot was requested and sent to a specific voter.  If a voter 
opted to pick-up their absentee ballot in person, rather than having it mailed to them, a form was 
attached to the absentee ballot application containing the signature of the voter and the signature 
of either an election judge or employee of the Clerk’s office.   
 
Once the absentee ballot was returned, the bar code was once again scanned.  Upon receiving the 
absentee ballot, two (2) absentee judges, one from each political party, verified that the signature 
on the absentee ballot envelope and the name on the label were in fact the same person.  If the 
judges did not agree, the label and the signature were forwarded to a panel of five (5) absentee 
judges for review.  If this panel could not make a determination that the label and the signature 
were in fact the same person, the signature was then checked against either the voter registration 
file or the absentee ballot application.  If there was still disagreement the voter was notified and 
asked to verify in-person. 
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Mr. Munster and Ms. Cegielski inquired as to the status of all files related to the election, 
specifically the absentee ballot applications and absentee ballot envelopes.  Ms. Munoz indicated 
that she had all absentee ballot applications filed in alphabetical order at the elections warehouse 
and that the absentee ballot envelopes were in sealed tubs, but were in no particular order.  She 
further indicated that she also had the voter registration files on the premises. 
 
The four Pueblo County personnel present at the meeting expressed concern over the lack of an 
electronic database of signatures.  Additionally, they requested the assistance of the Secretary of 
State to help devise a solution to implement in the interim period prior to the deployment of a 
statewide voter registration database.  The Secretary of State representatives offered to do some 
research to determine if a stand-alone system might be beneficial for Pueblo, but also 
emphasized Pueblo’s responsibility in doing the same. 
 
December 5, 2006 – Secretary of State Internal Meeting 
 
Once again, on December 5, 2006, members of the Secretary’s staff met to discuss the signature 
verification issues in Pueblo County.     
 
Secretary Dennis determined that an audit of the absentee ballot envelope signatures was to be 
conducted on 5% of the envelopes, which were to be chosen at random.  The 5% was based upon 
the requirements set forth in statute for signature verification of initiative petitions.  Pueblo 
received 13,446 absentee ballots for counting, meaning that 672 envelopes were to be sampled.   
 
December 7, 2006 – Phone Conversation with Ms. Munoz 
 
Mr. Munster spoke via telephone with Ms. Munoz on December 7, 2006 and arranged for the 
audit to be conducted on Tuesday, December 12, 2006.  Ms. Munoz agreed to allow access to 
representatives from the Office of the Secretary of State and to provide election judges 
representing each major political party. 
 
December 11, 2006 – Correspondence with Ms. Munoz 
 
The day prior to the audit, Ms. Munoz was sent a letter indicating that the signature verification 
was to be done using the voter registration records as opposed to the absentee ballot applications.  
Any deviation from this plan was to be determined and authorized by the Secretary of State 
representatives (“Representatives”).   
 
December 12, 2006 – Day 1 of Audit 
 
On December 12, 2006, Mr. Munster and Ms. Cegielski arrived at the Pueblo County Clerk & 
Recorder’s Office at 8:00 am.  The two were escorted across the street to the Elections 
Warehouse by Jeff Byland, an employee of the Clerk’s office.  Ms. Munoz and Ms. Fenwick 
followed shortly thereafter with four (4) election judges; Judith Porter, Bertha Montoya, Robin 
Brewer, and Joseph Martinet.  Everyone present signed the building access log. 
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Mr. Byland and Ralph Valdez then proceeded to retrieve six (6) sealed tubs containing the 
absentee ballot envelopes.  Each tub was sealed with three (3) seals, each of which were read 
aloud and verified, then broken. 
 
The Representatives gathered 112 envelopes from each of the six (6) tubs, for a total of 672 
envelopes and 5% of the total envelopes returned.  The envelopes were gathered from various 
locations in each tub – from front to back and top to bottom.  The envelopes were then placed 
into six (6) mail tubs for distribution and alphabetization. 
 
Mr. Byland and Mr. Valdez then retrieved a number of sealed boxes containing the absentee 
ballot applications.  The Representatives reiterated their concerns about using the absentee ballot 
applications in the signature verification process.  Ms. Munoz indicated that she felt it would be a 
more efficient process since the voter registration files were filed by year and day of the year (1-
365/366) on which the registration was made (i.e. if a voter registration form was filed with the 
Clerk’s office on February 3, 2003 the form would be filed as 2003-034).  This filing process 
would require cross referencing each envelope with the voter information in the computer to 
ascertain when they registered to vote, then calculate what day of the year the date corresponded 
to, then locate the box containing that number and search through all forms filed on that day to 
find the voter corresponding to the envelope to be verified. 
 
The Representatives made the decision to use the absentee ballot applications and were under the 
impression, based on the conversation at the December 1 meeting, that the applications were 
filed alphabetically and would be relatively easy to reference.  However, at that time the Clerk’s 
staff informed the Representatives that the applications were filed alphabetically by first letter 
only.  Additionally, there were four (4) different sizes of absentee ballot applications and each 
was filed separately, meaning there would be four (4) different places to look for each letter of 
the alphabet. 
 
Mr. Munster spoke with Bill Hobbs, Deputy Secretary of State, expressing his concerns over the 
amount of time it could take to match the envelopes with their applications based on the filing of 
the applications.  Mr. Hobbs offered suggestions as to how to make the process more efficient in 
light of the system of filing utilized by the Clerk’s office, and then indicated that everyone 
should try their best to complete the audit.  Upon speaking with Mr. Hobbs, Mr. Munster 
authorized the breaking of the seals on the absentee ballot application boxes.  Once again Mr. 
Bylund and Mr. Valdez read and verified the seals on each box prior to breaking the seals. 
 
The mail tubs containing the selected envelopes were distributed and the matching process 
began.  The four (4) judges, the two (2) Representatives, as well as Ms. Munoz and Ms. Fenwick 
all began sorting and matching the envelopes and applications.  Ms. Munoz and Ms. Fenwick 
were allowed by the Representatives to assist in the matching process and were either paired 
with a judge or were in the presence of at least one judge at all times. 
 
The Representatives expressed concerns to both Ms. Munoz and the State as to the amount of 
time it could take to match each of the 672 envelopes with their corresponding application.  Ms. 
Fenwick also commented on the length of time it would take and additionally stated that she felt 
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as though they would still be doing signature verification if they had been forced to do so prior to 
the election. 
 
While the four judges and two county personnel were matching, Mr. Munster and Ms. Cegielski 
began alphabetizing the applications to the second letter of the last name.  The hope was that it 
would be easier for the judges to reference.  The matching continued until approximately 5:00 
pm in the evening, with only one judge matching all of her envelopes.  Just prior to the 5:00 pm 
time, Mr. Munster telephoned the Department of State to request two (2) additional 
representatives for the following day. 
 
Upon everyone leaving the warehouse the door was locked and sealed.  The seal was placed over 
the lock and across the opening between the door and the door jam.  The seal log was updated 
with the seal information and signed. 
 
December 13, 2006 – Day 2 of Audit 
 
On Wednesday, December 13, 2006, Mr. Munster and Ms. Cegielski arrived back at the 
Elections Warehouse at approximately 8:35 am.  The two additional representatives from the 
State, Kathryn Mikeworth and Cesi Gomez, arrived several minutes earlier at 8:30 am.  Upon 
arriving, the Representatives noted that the judges had commenced matching activities.  The 
access log shows that the four election judges arrived at 8:10 am and that Ms. Munoz and Ms. 
Fenwick arrived at 8:30 am. 
 
The four judges, the two Clerk staff members and Mr. Munster all continued matching envelopes 
to applications.  Ms. Gomez began collecting the envelopes that were already matched and 
logging the name and voter ID number on the Signature Verification Tracking Log (“Log”).  The 
Log, envelopes and applications were then provided to Ms. Cegielski (registered Republican) 
and Ms. Mikeworth (registered Democrat) for verification of the signatures.  Signatures which 
were questioned by either Ms. Cegielski or Ms. Mikeworth, or both, were placed to the side to be 
reviewed by Mr. Munster (registered Democrat) and Ms. Gomez (registered Unaffiliated). 
 
At approximately 3:00 pm all envelopes had been matched and the signatures verified by Ms. 
Cegielski and Ms. Mikeworth.  Mr. Munster, Ms. Cegielski and Ms. Mikeworth then verified the 
Logs against the matched envelopes to ensure that there were in fact 672 envelopes, whereby 
achieving the 5% random sample.  Upon reconciling the Log to the envelopes it was determined 
that 673 envelopes had been matched and initial signature verification completed. 
 
Mr. Munster and Ms. Gomez then proceeded to verify the twenty (20) signatures which Ms. 
Cegielski and Ms. Mikeworth did not agree with.  The pair sided with Ms. Cegielski and Ms. 
Mikeworth on eleven (11) of the twenty questionable signatures.  In most instances, comments 
were recorded on the Log when a disagreement between the envelope and the application 
occurred. 
 
Upon completion of the signature verification, all envelopes and their corresponding applications 
were placed into a tub and sealed with three (3) seals: Blue – 0205269; Red – 43195 and 43181.  
Mr. Munster read the seal numbers aloud to Ms. Cegielski and then placed the seals onto the tub.  
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The remaining envelopes and applications were to be resealed and returned to storage, but were 
not done while Representatives were present.  All State personnel returned to Denver, leaving 
Pueblo around 4:30 pm. 
 
Further Background 
 
Colorado Revised Statutes section 1-8-114.5 (“Verification of Signatures”) was passed in 2003 
and provided local election officials until 2006 to achieve full compliance.  The signature 
verification requirement addressed in C.R.S 1-8-114.5 specifies only that each signature be 
verified.  The method employed to verify that signature, either by electronic or manual means, 
was left to the discretion of the local election official. 
 
At the Statewide Colorado Registration and Election Management System (“SCORE”) Steering 
Committee meeting on March 8, 2005, it was identified by the State’s IV&V (“Independent 
Verification & Validation”) contractor that the Department of State’s termination of the contract 
with Accenture for their Voter Registration and Election Management System could provide a 
risk for compliance with the signature verification requirement.  However, Pueblo knew they 
could not delay the scanning of signatures into their systems because the statewide voter 
registration system with Accenture would not have been accessible for the 2006 Primary 
Election.  Also, the Sequoia’s RISC system was no longer supported by the vendor.  A system 
upgrade to the Sequoia Integrity Voter Registration System would be required in order to provide 
Pueblo with an electronic signature verification capability.   
 
As a result of that identified risk, the state agreed to provide Pueblo with six personal computers 
necessary to convert to a newer version of Sequoia’s Integrity Voter Registration System which 
did support signature verification.  In April 2005, Pueblo indicated to the Department of State’s 
SCORE Project Manager, that they had received the necessary support of their governing board 
for the funding of that conversion and the State delivered the equipment to Pueblo in good faith 
for use in the August Primary Election. 
 
Additionally, if the local election official had at their disposal a digitized signature in an 
electronic election management system, they could verify that signature electronically.  In the 
event that the electronic database was unavailable for any reason, the same signature verification 
could be achieved through the manual process of reviewing the signature on file with the Clerk 
and Recorder. 
 
Purpose of the Audit 
 
§ 1-8-114.5, C.R.S., specifically requires signature verification be conducted on all absentee 
ballots received by the county clerk in every statewide primary and general election held in 2006 
or any subsequent year.  The purpose of the statute is to ensure that no fraudulent activity occurs 
in the voting of absentee ballots. 
 
The process implemented by Pueblo allows only for verification of the name on the envelope 
label to the name on the signature line and is not in compliance with state law.  The decision of 
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this office to conduct an audit was to ensure that no fraud occurred in relation to the absentee 
ballots mailed and received by the Clerk’s office. 
Findings of the Audit 
 
Upon the completion of the 5% audit, there appears to be no occurrence of fraudulent activity.  
Signature verification should have been conducted by the Clerk’s office beginning on the tenth 
day before the election, pursuant to Colorado law. 
 
Of the envelopes sampled, approximately 1.6%, or 11, of the signatures compared did not match 
the signature on the absentee ballot application.  The Representatives verifying the signatures 
were in agreement that the envelope and the application were not a match. 
 
Based on the percentage above, of the 13,446 absentee ballots received by the Clerk’s office, 
approximately 215 are projected to have been non-matching signatures and would need further 
verification.  The verification could be obtained either through the voter registration records or 
through contacting the voter for further verification.  It is impossible to project what percentage 
of the estimated non-matching signatures would not be counted. 
 
Additionally, it is important to note the election judges had each served as election judges for 
Pueblo County for at least ten (10) years apiece and that both the judges and the Clerk personnel 
were very helpful and cooperative. 
 
Conclusion 
 
The audit did not produce any indication that mass fraud occurred in the Pueblo 2006 General 
Election.  It is suggested that better organization and filing would ease concerns of potential 
fraud by the public and this office.   
 
Pueblo must take appropriate steps to comply with the statutory requirements on signature 
verification. 
 
Recommendations to the In-coming Pueblo County Clerk & Recorder 
 
The County Clerk and Recorder is the Designated Election Official (“DEO”), as prescribed by 
law, and is to adhere to the state election code as defined in Title 1 of the Colorado Revised 
Statutes as well as the rules promulgated by the Secretary of State.  Since the responsibility falls 
on the DEO it is important to have the proper safeguards in place to ensure compliance with the 
law.  
 
The State has entered into a new contract for development and deployment of a statewide voter 
registration system in 2008; however Pueblo should take steps to ensure that records are kept in a 
manner that is easy to comply with state law and be prepared to have a process in place for back-
up signature verification. 
 
The audit raised questions about the efficiency of the filing system used by the Clerk’s office.  It 
is our recommendation that absentee applications be filed in alphabetical order as they are 
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received and processed.  The alphabetization should be done by the complete last name, or at the 
very least the first two to three letters of the last name.  By alphabetizing in a more efficient 
manner the applications can be referenced more easily. 
 
With regard to the processing of absentee ballots, the Secretary of State’s Office recommends 
using the entire ten (10) days for processing absentee ballots as set forth in § 1-8-303, C.R.S.  
This will ensure that signatures can be verified and voters notified in a timely manner, as well as 
efficient and timely counting of all absentee ballots. 
 
The Elections Division of the Secretary of State’s Office conducts HAVA and election law 
training sessions for County Clerks as well as their elections staff.  It is recommended that the 
Clerk and key staff members participate in the trainings, and ensure the achievement of a diverse 
coverage of all courses.  Additionally, this office encourages the Clerk to review the election 
laws prior to any election to ensure compliance. 
 
This office further recommends attending the various clerks’ conferences during the year.  The 
meetings will afford the opportunity to meet clerks throughout the state and provide a valuable 
source of reference as election time approaches. 
 
Complaints Filed with the Secretary of State  
 
Sharon Richardson 
 Ms. Richardson alleged that individuals associated with the John Salazar campaign were 
going door to door in her neighborhood providing absentee ballot applications and ballots.  She 
was concerned that individuals ineligible to vote were being allowed to do so by completing the 
absentee ballot application. 
 
Jason W. Martinez 
 Mr. Martinez alleged that he was an observer for the Republican party and Ms. Munoz 
refused to sign his watchers certificate. 
 
Diana E. Gomez 
 Ms. Gomez’s complaint detailed the denial by Ms. Munoz and Ms. Fenwick on Election 
night to allow watchers in to the tally room.   
 
Doris Morgan 
 Ms. Morgan also detailed the denial by the County Clerk to allow watchers into the tally 
room on Election night. 
 
Darien Gomez 
 Mr. Gomez filed a complaint alleging impropriety based upon the numbers provided him 
by the Clerk’s office related to absentee ballots returned prior to Election Day. 
 
Robert W. Miller 
 Mr. Miller’s complaint expressed concern over Pueblo County Attorney Dan Kogovsek 
coming and going from the tally room throughout Election night. 
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Roger Gomez 
 Mr. Gomez detailed the denial by the County Clerk to allow watchers into the tally room 
on Election night. 
 
Response to the Complaints filed with Secretary of State  
 
The bulk of the complaints received detailed the denial of entrance of appointed watchers to the 
tally room by Ms. Munoz and her staff.  The Office of the Secretary of State was made aware of 
the situation and rectified the issue on Election night.  The Elections Division received only two 
phone calls that night reporting the problem, one from Mr. Westfall and one from Ms. Pasco.  
Ms. Munoz further notified this office that Roger Gomez did not have a valid watchers 
certificate, as required pursuant to § 1-7-106, C.R.S. and Election Rules of the Colorado 
Secretary of State Rule 8.2, which was one of the reasons he was denied entrance to the absentee 
ballot optical scan room. 
 
In speaking with Ms. Munoz, Ms. Cegielski obtained the names of the individuals present in the 
absentee ballot optical scan room on Election night.  The individuals present were Ms. Munoz, 
Ms. Fenwick, Mr. Kogovsek, Ms. Haines, Mr. Byland, Ms. Porter, Ms. Montoya, Ms. Brewer 
and Mr. Martinet.  Ms. Cegielski has spoken with the individuals present that evening and 
determined that there appears to be no occurrence of impropriety as alleged.  Only individuals 
authorized to handle ballots were actually handling ballots and those individuals did not include 
Ms. Munoz, Ms. Fenwick and Mr. Kogovsek. 
 
Ms. Fenwick addressed the mix-up in numbers which was the focus of the complaint filed by 
Darien Gomez.  The numbers reported to Mr. Gomez were not merely the number of absentee 
ballots returned to the office; the number provided included the early voting totals which 
artificially inflated the absentee returns. 
 
Ms. Richardson did not provide any contact information which would allow this office to verify 
the information she provided in her complaint.  However, upon reviewing the Clerk’s processes, 
the ballot inventory and the canvass board findings there is no indication that any absentee ballot 
left the office without a label identifying the voter or acknowledgement by the voter that they 
personally picked up the ballot. 
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